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ACADEMIC SENATE MINUTES
(Not approved by the Academic Senate)

January 25, 1995

Volume XXVI, No . 6

Call to Order
Chairperson Len Schmaltz called the meeting of the Academic Senate to order at 7 p.m. in the
Circus Room of the Bone Student Center. Schmaltz yielded to Senator Wilner, who introduced
and welcomed new senator Brian Lambert, a student in the Agriculture and Business departments,
and new senator John Taylor, a student in History.
Roll Call
Secretary Susan Winchip called the roll and declared a quorum present.
Approval of Minutes
Corrections to the minutes of December 7, 1994: excused absences for Senators Devinatz and
Bruzzini; Senator Deutsch was in attendance. Motion XXVI-24 by Zervic to approve the
Minutes of December 7, 1994, as amended, (seconded by K. Strand) carried on a voice vote.
Chairperson's Remarks
Senator Schmaltz welcomed new Senate secretary Sunny Portree, who will be working threequarters time. The Senate will be electing three faculty members to the Associate Provost Search
Committee. Most of the candidates submitted a one-page vita/summary of their activities.
Each of the senators were provided with a statement by Distinguished Professor G. Allan
Hickrod, faculty representative to the ISU Foundation; a copy of a letter to Dr. Weber, Biological
Sciences, from the Biological Sciences Department in support of President Wallace; and a copy a
letter to the Academic Senate from the Chemistry Department faculty, also in support of President
Wallace.
The Executive Committee has been meeting on Monday afternoons at 4:00. Because of schedule
conflicts, it will meet all this semester on Tuesdays at 1 p.m. The Senate office will send out a
revised schedule.
Vice Chairperson's Remarks
Senator Wilner welcomed everyone back and wished them a happy new year. If any students
need to call him, his phone number is 438-5563 .

Student Government Association President's Remarks
Student Government Association President Jennifer Cowsert reminded student senators that
elections for Student Government and Academic Senate are March 7. Petitions will be available
at the Student Life and Programs office on January 27.

Administrator's Remarks
President Wallace announced that he would be leaving the meeting after his remarks to attend the
BradleylISU basketball game. He requested that Professor Hickrod's statement be read during
the administrators' remarks rather than as part of Communications.
President Wallace read the following statement:
During my seven years as president I have worked, along with many others, toward
continually improving the good image and reputation of Illinois State University. I regret that
some judgments and operational details regarding the University and its foundation that have
recently appeared in the media have detracted from this objective. I am sorry that our process,
while producing positive financial results for Illinois State University student scholarships and
academic budgets, could not have been conducted in a more public manner. While the practices
currently being criticized have long been standard operational policies and practices in other
public universities in other states, it is clear that many on campus and in the community question
their appropriateness for Illinois State University. I have attempted to lead and represent this
university in ways that reflect what was best for the institution and in a proper manner. Thus, I
would hope and expect professionally that a national benchmark would be utilized in judging the
efforts put forth and the results of the Foundation and ofme.
I respectfully suggest that there are several matters before the institution that need to be
addressed which are of greater complexity than just passing judgments on the current media
disclosures. These issues include:
First, what elements of the operation of a public university Foundation must be made public?
Second, what level of privacy should university presidents have from both a legal or simply
a humane point of view? In the absence of formal employment or legal requirements, is
there a right and a respect for each individual to decide what information is revealed and
what is personal and confidential?
Clearly our governing board and our foundation board could have worked in a more
integrated, cooperative manner as is found at most large public universities in other states. This
was painfully obvious to me during the presidential search process. While I feel that I have been
able to contribute to many university accomplishments during my tenure as president, I realized
early in my presidency that getting the two boards to work in a manner found in most major
public universities would be inherently impossible to achieve. Thus, rightly or wrongly, I chose to
work with the Foundation Board in an enhanced program of institutional advancement because in
my mind that was achievable. Mr. Trosino's statement contained in the document before you

outlines his view of the resulting development of a stronger and more appropriate joint
Foundation-University program.
The third issue: Is it possible for us now to research, analyze, ponder, and draw some
conclusions in a constructive manner so that we can learn and thus contribute to the long
term good of the University and its foundation? Should this not be the outcome from any
stressful event? Modern public universities make their own opportunities in today's national
environment and this university must respond to the challenge of creating opportunities, in
part by working cooperatively with its foundation.
These three issues go beyond this current controversy at Illinois State University. Nothing
has been done to violate institutional or Board of Regents' policy, nor has our conduct been any
different from what hundreds of public universities nationally have legally and ethically done for
many years.
I wish to bring a number of facts to the forefront that are important to the current campus
discussions. I begin by calling your attention to a number of items from the Illinois State
University Special Report which is before you:
The Illinois State University Foundation is an independent legal entity having its own
constitution and bylaws, as well as its separate board of directors, and thus is not subject to
control by Illinois State University or the Board of Regents.
The Foundation has no public responsibility to disclose its financial transactions other than
meeting the reporting requirements under the State Audit Action and the Internal Revenue
Code.
Employees of the University, including the President, have no legal authority to disclose
Foundation business transactions and indeed have the moral and legal responsibility to respect
and protect the confidentiality of the Foundation's business.
The activities and expenditures of the Foundation are consistent with those of public
university foundations throughout the country. Supplements to presidential salaries and other
salary and pension support by public university foundations are a common national practice.
Practices differ among institutions and states as to whether such foundation support is made
public by the foundation.
There is neither a Board of Regents' policy nor an act that requires a president to report or to
seek approval for receiving additional income from any source.
During my tenure as president, I have had a number of inquiries from the media and from
Board of Regents staff regarding a variety of specific foundation expenditures which did not
involve me personally. I have consistently stated that I did not have the authority to disclose
foundation business details and that the Foundation mayor may not choose to respond to such
requests if made to the Foundation Board.

What types of people are on the Foundation Board? There are about 24 members, mostly
alumni, and include a judge, bank CEOs, three insurance CEOs, a physician, lawyers and CEOs
from various types of businesses. These are very successful people and many are among the
recognized leaders of this community; all care for this institution as much as the people in this
room and feel they have made wise judgments for the University. Mr. Trosino has made a
statement for the Foundation which is before you. Of these many community leaders, including
the past publisher of the Pantagraph and the current president ofWJBC who were Board
members and who were involved in the Foundation's discussion of the president's salary
supplement, was there any intent of secrecy from the community by the Foundation? Or was the
Foundation legally maintaining confidentiality on a personnel matter that it was not required to
reveal?
The issue of confidentiality or respect for privacy of the President's financial affairs
obviously needs to be addressed here tonight. Some have assumed that the campus has a right to
know about this foundation's salary supplement -- which did not come from state funds, student
tuition, student fees, or restricted donations, but came from earnings on the Foundation's
unrestricted endowment.
By what rule or policy should this president be expected to reveal this salary supplement?
University employees are not expected to report other sources or amounts of income to the
administration. The intent of the University's outside consulting policy is to insure that
appropriate time is spent by the employee on university business. The Foundation's presidential
salary supplement did not require me to do anything in addition to performing my duties as
president of this university. I was not retained in any capacity by the Foundation as a consultant
or an employee. Mr. Trosino's statement addresses the obvious question as to why the
Foundation chose to implement its program.
However, I would be the first to state that the methodology utilized to implement the
compensation supplement program is far from being the most desirable. As I have been
associated with campuses in other environments which have established such campus and
statewide practices for CEO salary compensation, I know that more appropriate and more
acceptable methods have been utilized .
The Academic Senate through the Administrative Affairs Committee may wish to help the
campus and the local community better understand the components of university foundations and
CEO compensation packages used by major public universities. Materials are available from the
American Council on Education which has considerable information on this topic. In addition, the
Committee may wish to review, from a national perspective, the role of public university
foundations, particularly at recognized successful public universities.
Again, I regret that the methods with which the University and the Foundation conducted
itself in this matter were not performed in a manner more acceptable to more people. I take full
responsibility for the judgments made by me within the environment and the choices available to
me.
At this time, Senator Wallace interrupted his statement to request that Professor Hickrod's
statement be read. Senator Wallace asked how many senators, excluding the administrators, had
known, before he had read his statement, that a member of the faculty was an ex officio member
of the Foundation Board and a member of the Finance Committee. One senator responded that
he had known.

The following statement was read by Senator Winchip:
Statement of G. Alan Hickrod
Faculty Representative to the ISU Foundation
Distinguished Professor of Educational Administration
I have been asked to recount what I remember of the actions of the finance committee of
the University Foundation relative to the subsidization of the President's salary at ISU. I am
happy to do this, however, I have kept no special notes of those committee meetings and do this
entirely from memory, which in the case of the 64-year-old man is often faulty.
First, a prefatory comment must be provided on the unusual position of "faculty
representative to the ISU Foundation." Most faculty members are probably unaware that they
have representation on the University Foundation and, in a traditional sense of the word
"representation," they may well be right. The not-for-profit, philanthropic organization which is
not now and never has been a branch of the state university. It does not deal with funds raised by
taxation; therefore, it is not subject to exactly the same kind of the accountability laws as are
"public bodies." To my certain knowledge, there have been only two "faculty representatives"
ever appointed to the ISU Foundation Board. One was Alice Ebel and the second was myself I
am not aware that either Professor Ebel or myself was ever "confirmed" by the Academic Senate,
and that "confirmation" was probably not possible anyway, given the private nature of the
University Foundation. In any event, the "faculty representative" has never had a vote on the
Foundation Board; for that matter, neither has any "administrative representative" nor has the
"faculty representative" ever been requested to report to the Academic Senate or any other faculty
body. Over the years the "faculty representative" has served as one of the three voting members
of the Fell Trust, but those Fell Trust activities are regulated by the law of the Trust document
itself, and they do not relate to the broader actions of the faculty member with the Foundation
Board.
With that necessary background, I wish to note that this statement has been read by the
Chairman of the Foundation Board, Mr. Vince Trosino, and does not appear to contain
information that would reflect adversely on the University Foundation. Let me say also that I can
add no information whatsoever on the subject of subsidization of any vice-presidents' salaries. To
the best of my knowledge, no discussion of vice-presidents arose in the finance committee, and I
am reasonably sure that the finance committee took no action on the subsidization of any
administrator's salary other than the president's.
If memory serves me correctly, there were three instances in which the matter of the
supplementation of the president's salary came before the committee. In the initial instance, it
came out of a discussion of whether the salary of the President's office was sufficiently attractive
to bring forward candidates of merit in the event the office became vacant. This was in
connection with interviews President Wallace had at other institutions. There was a general
feeling among members of committee that the salary at that time was not competitive. Therefore,
Vice-president Judith Riggs was asked to bring information to the committee bearing on the
question of whether the President's salary was competitive in the present market. She did this at
the next meeting of the committee. At this second meeting there ensued a rather long debate.
Some members of the committee appeared to be ready to take action at that time but two

members -- Mr. John Goldrick, former editor of the Pantagraph, and I argued that this action was
premature. There may well have been others on the board who did not wish to take action at this
time, but it is Mr. Goldrick's arguments and my own that I remember most. Mr. Goldrick insisted
that the committee not act until a report was received by an independent investigation, not
connected in any way with the University. It was a this point that the chief operating officer of
State Farm Insurance Company, Mr. Vince Torsino, volunteered the salary and wage
compensation team from his organization to do a study of the President's salary relative to salaries
in "comparable" institutions. His offer was accepted.
My own objections were of a different nature. I argued that the average faculty member
and, certainly, the average taxpayer, would not be able to distinguish between funds raised from
taxation and funds contributed from private sources to the university. There could be a grave
danger that the Foundation might come to be regarded as a "slush fund" for activities which did
not have wide approval among either the faculty or the taxpaying bodies. I also thought that the
supplementation of salaries might punch holes in the "Chinese Wall" that the General Assembly
had erected between the university foundations, on the one hand, and the universities themselves
on the other hand . This "wall," like the division between the church and the state, has been very
difficult to maintain. I recall suggesting that the Foundation secure the opinion of Senator John
Maitland on the subject, but I did not follow that recommendation out, and do not know if the
Senator was ever contacted on this matter. I tend to doubt it. I recall at the time that I did not
receive much support for either argument except from Mr. Goldrick. I recall this with some
humor, since Mr. Goldrick and I, coming from opposite sides of the political aisle, did not often
agree with one another on many matters. However, on this particular matter we were of one
accord.
I believe that approximately three weeks passed, and then the report was delivered to all
members of the committee. The bottom line of the report was that the salary of the ISU president
was approximately $30,000 per year short of salaries in "comparable" institutions. I commented
at the time that there were always problems in ascertaining what was a "comparable" institution,
and that we had in the past conducted some rather sophisticated statistical techniques, including
an inverse factor analysis, to try to determine what was the group of "comparable" institutions to
which ISU should be contrasted and compared. However, given the short period of time in which
the study was done, I had no serious misgivings about the accuracy of its primary conclusions.
That a study should show that the salary of the ISU president was underfunded certainly came as
no great surprise to me. All the studies that my colleague Professor Edward Hines and I had
conducted for years had shown a consistent pattern of underfunding of both higher education and
K -12 education in Illinois. This pattern goes back decades and there are several studies of the
Center for the Study of Education Finance and the Center for Higher Education at ISU which
bear directly on this underfunding. The State Farm study was, thus, squarely in line with these
other financial studies, and I was prepared, therefore, to accept its conclusions as reasonable.
I recall that, during this third discussion, more points came into the debate. It was pointed
out that individual faculty members also receive private foundation funding, including myself, as a
matter of fact. However, certainly in my case and I believe in the case of almost all other faculty
members, funds received from sources like the MacArthur, Spencer, Joyce, Lilly, etc., grants from
foundations are not "additions" to salaries at all, they are simply "buyouts" of faculty time. That
is, the private foundation funds are used in place of general revenue funds to support the research
activities of these faculty members. However, in this third and final discussion of the finance
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committee, the point that convinced me was that the historical record of the General Assembly
showed little chance at all that a competitive salary could be maintained from general revenue
funds alone. So, with considerable reluctance, I accepted the subsidization of the President's
salary out of a conviction that the past record of tax support was so very bad in Illinois that no
one could rely on a competitive wage for either the faculty or for the administration from tax
funds alone. Private support had to be elicited all along the line or adequate services could not be
provided.
In 20/20 hindsight, I do not think it was good public policy to subsidize anyone's salary,.
faculty or administrator, at the university from private funds, other than for the purposes of
buying out time for research. Nevertheless, when taxpayers do not shoulder an appropriate
burden, then it is certainly true that educational bodies, both in the K-12 area and in the higher
education area, will resort to all kinds of unorthodox finance in order to maintain high levels of
educational services. Some of these arrangements can be tragic, and perhaps illegal, as in the
recent case of Orange County California. I feel sure that the actions of the financial committee of
the University Foundation were well within their proper powers. The fact of the matter is that the
University Foundation can allocate funds for any purpose it wants, as long as these are not funds
restricted by trust agreements, such as in the case of the Fell Trust, or otherwise designated for a
specific purpose by the individual giver. Whether those allocations constitute good public policy
is quite another matter.
I hope this recounting of the activities of the finance committee of the University
Foundation has been helpful. I can categorically testify that there was absolutely nothing
clandestine, nothing covert, and nothing tawdry about the committee's action. It was a regular
matter of committee business; there was full debate on the proposal, and it was adopted, but with
all the misgivings that I have indicated. I have no knowledge of any reporting requirements that
might have been triggered by the committee's action. These reporting requirements would not
have been the responsibility of the committee, nor, at least in my opinion, of the Foundation
Board itself.
I have informed the University Foundation, through Vice-President Riggs, that I will be
retiring this summer, July first to be exact. At that time or hopefully before, the third "faculty
representative" in the Foundation's entire history will need to be selected. This might be a good
time for the Academic Senate and the Foundation to look over the role of "faculty representative"
and more clearly define the duties of that position. In my judgment, the position of "faculty
representative" should either be given more structure and specificity, or it should be abolished . If
I can be of help in that particular task, I will be happy to provide it. If I can answer any further
questions arising out of the actions of the finance committee relative to the subsidization of the
president's salary, I shall certainly be pleased to do that. I have a somewhat heavier than usual
teaching load this last semester, and I might need some advance word should further information
be required so that a replacement for my classroom duties can be found .

Senator Wallace continued to read his statement:
I wish to address one method by which the Foundation assists the University and illustrate
how funding is approved by the Foundation for University projects. While the largest foundation
expenditure is for student scholarships, other projects are supported. in 1988 our telefund

program produced about $30,000 in pledges and it was recognized that the University's potential
was substantially greater. The University requested a loan from the Foundation to underwrite the
cost of equipment and other start-up costs. After a number of meetings and discussions, the
Foundation approved the loan, and as many of you know annual pledges have been at the $IM
level for at least two years.
A second example of foundation support occurred when the Search Committee for the
Provost position completed its work last year and it was my job to sign up the number one choice
John Urice. I requested the Foundation to fund a monthly annuity and to provide a lease car.
Without such benefits, which are not unusual in higher education, I would have been offering John
Urice a job at a 6.4% reduction in compensation. Likewise, the number one choice for the
position of Vice President for Student Affairs Bill Gurowitz would have taken a reduction in
compensation without the monthly annuity from the Foundation. I asked the Foundation to
consider funding these items and the Foundation decided to support my request.
In bringing my remarks -- finally -- to a close, I am proud of the work that we have
accomplished the last seven years at Illinois State University on a variety of academic and
administrative initiatives and the improvement of facilities, faculty salaries and student
scholarships. Faculty members now receive a salary increase upon being promoted. A
Pantagraph article this past November stated, "ISU professors are doing better than most of their
colleagues at the other 11 state universities." The article quoted a facuIty representative of the
Joint University Advisory Committee, which works with the Board of Regents: "I think facuIty
are very appreciative of the efforts made to increase salaries. President Wallace said he would
make a concerted effort to bring up salaries and that's what he's done."
However, I believe our proudest achievement is the increase in funding of student
scholarships and grants from the University and the Foundation from $538,000 in fiscal year 1989
to $1.2M this year.
The University community has accomplished much during the last seven years and many
new initiatives and opportunities are before us. I hope we will soon come back together and
direct our energies on the future. I regret very much that the events of the last few weeks have
detracted from our institutional forward momentum. While I have not done anything illegal,
immoral or unethical by accepting the salary supplement, I recognize there is much that must be
done to heal the wounds that this matter has created. The Chairman of the Foundation has
indicated a willingness to discuss the future working relationship with the Board of Regents or the
separate board if that proposed and widely discussed legislation is enacted. The Foundation
Board contains a facuIty representative and a student representative and I believe that the
Foundation Executive Committee would be willing to discuss future working relationships with
the campus. I sincerely hope that we can now re-focus our energies and address the exciting
agenda affecting our future .
Thank you for your patience with this long presentation.
Senator Wallace requested that Senator Nelsen be allowed to ask the first question, and asked
that he comment on his quote which had appeared in the Pantagraph : "I have a real problem with
the fact that the Foundation collects money from supporters with the idea it's going towards
student scholarships and equipment and then ends up somewhere else."

Questions:
Senator Nelsen said that he had been contacted as a senator by contributors to the Foundation
who had not understood that the money they were donating could be used for purposes other than
direct support of academic programs, such as equipment and student scholarships. They were not
aware, until the release of information in the newspaper, that money from the unrestricted account
could be used for purposes other than those activities.
Wallace asked Senator Nelsen if his statement didn't imply that restricted donations of dollars,
with a stated purpose by the donor, are not going to that purpose.
Discussion followed between Senator Wallace and Senator Nelsen regarding money donated to
the Foundation on an unrestricted basis, in which Senator Nelsen stated that contributors expect
earnings from restricted funds will go to a similar purpose, and Senator Wallace stated that it is
inaccurate to say that money given to the Foundation in unrestricted areas has been misused.
Senator Wilner asked how many of the senators had fully understood, before a week ago, the
mission of the Foundation. Senator Wallace suggested that the Faculty Affairs committee could
educate the campus and community about Foundations, adding that many people new very little
about its operations.
Senator Wilner asked Senator Wallace if his looking for employment elsewhere, purely for .
monetary reasons, didn't send a message of disloyalty to the University, and asked if that was the
way a representative of the University should act. He also asked if a high percentage offunds
from the Telefund, operated mostly by students, goes to the unrestricted funds.
Senator Wallace said that about 90% of the total funds are restricted, and the Telefund was part
of that. Regarding switching universities, he said that was a personal choice, concerning his own
financial well-being.
Senator Razaki stated that in the past few years, Illinois State has been embroiled in a lot of
turmoil -- disestablishment of programs, cut-backs -- and the recent new about supplemental
salaries and talks of votes of no-confidence made things seem very unsteady. He asked how it
would effect future funding for ISU.
Senator Wallace restated that everything he has done has been completely legal and ethical, but
that media won't explain it all. He referred to·, as an example, a story that had appeared in the
Pantagraph concerning his teaching at William and Mary. He added that he felt it was
unprofessional of faculty to use class time to gossip about the administration; he was bothered by
people who know little about how the Foundation operates -- who didn't know there was a
faculty representative within the Foundation -- but were ready to sign petitions.
Senator Razaki said he wanted to defend the faculty who are petitioning for a general faculty
meeting because the faculty have the right to know what is going on. He said that he sees his own
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salary is not at a national level and that the President's is; he said he would like to be treated in a
. similar fashion as the president, but he is not .
Senator Wallace said that half of the people at ISU are over the average, and added that if
students, faculty, or civil service wanted to call a meeting to discuss the Foundation, he would be
glad to be there, if the meeting were called for constructive information-:sharing.
Senator Kapoor gave a statement in which he said he represented a segment of the faculty that
believed that Wallace has done a tremendous job. He said he doesn't want the media to think that
all the faculty are opposed to President Wallace.
Senator Schmaltz reminded the senators that the purpose of this portion of the meeting was to ask
questions of the President for information, not to give statements for, or against, the President.
Senator McCaw asked if reallocation of funds within the university had resulted in cuts in services
to students. SeMtor Wallace said that was not correct.
Senator McCaw said that requests for foundation support that he receives from another university
state that money that is not designated for a specific program will go to the area of greatest need.
Senator Wallace responded that we (lSU Foundation) don't do that, but that it is a good idea.
Senator McCaw asked if any alternative uses for the money had occurred to President Wallace
when he was approached by the Foundation about supplementing his salary and the salary of other
administrators, given the cuts in equipment, commodities, assistantships, and cleaning; did the
president think of telling the Foundation that the money could be put to better use for the
university?
Senator Wallace said that he did think of telling the Board the money could be used elsewhere,
but he doesn't feel that he should have to publicly defend his personal values. He added that there
are, at times, unfair expectations for people to reveal their private lives.
Senator McCaw responded that it was question of morality. Everyone at the university is in the
same boat in regards to underfunding, and it's now his feeling, and the feelings of other faculty he
has talked to, that President Wallace is no longer in that boat because he has an additional source
to go to .
Senator Wallace did not comment.
Senator Perez asked ifit would not be good for the university if Wallace, as president, came
forward and personally asked for a faculty meeting to address these issues, rather than be
"dragged" into one.
Senator Wallace responded that he could, if it were to be a meeting of constructive discussion
about the Foundation and not a "lynching."

II

Discussion regarding a faculty meeting with the president followed.
Senator Walker restated that it would be much more positive for the president to come to the
faculty and request a meeting. He said it would be better to handle the whole situation as a body
-- the president working with the senate and senate executive committee -- rather than as "we vs.
they." President Wallace responded that he would be glad to call a meeting, or jointly call a
meeting.
Senator Schmaltz asked what percentage of the lSU Foundation's budget comes from institutional
funds and what percentage comes from appropriated funds . Senator Wallace responded that he
would have to look it up.
Senator Schmaltz asked if there were full-time fundraisers employed by lSU, paid by lSU
appropriated funds. Senator Wallace responded that there were.
Senator Schmaltz asked if the Foundation pays lSU any rent. Senator Wallace responded that he
was not sure.
Senator Schmaltz asked if the Foundation paid any electrical bills, or were given use of cars. He
said the idea may exist that the donated money is somehow the Foundation's money.
President Wallace responded that the philosophy was to take as much as possible that comes into
the Foundation and use it for scholarships rather than operational expenses that could be
supported by state funds; that is the way that all foundations operate.
A discussion regarding the operations of foundations followed, in which Senator Schmaltz said
that the Foundation acts as if the unrestricted funds can be spent anyway they like; that may be
legal, but the Foundation had not raised that money without great contribution from the
university. Senator Wallace restated that, legally, foundations have the final judgment on whether
they want to use unrestricted money or not for a given purpose.
Senator Schmaltz said that he did not understand what justified lSU and taxpayers paying people
to raise unrestricted funds and then the Foundation can spend the funds anyway they like,
supplying salary supplements and cars, when in fact ISU had invested great sums of money in the
raising of that money. Senator Wallace said he had recommended to the Foundation board that
Provost Urice be given an annuity and a car; it had been up to the board to say yes or no.
Senator Schmaltz asked Senator Wallace how he would feel if he were a former lSU student and
had donated money to the University, asking that it be given to unrestricted funds, and then found
that the money had gone to lease a car for one of the top administrators on campus. He asked
what effect all of this would have on unrestricted giving next year.
Senator Wallace said that people that give money to unrestricted funds have faith that it will be
used wherever it's needed.
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Senator Lind asked Senator Wallace ifhe really believed that the Foundation board would have
sued him if had released information concerning the salary supplement. President Wallace
answered that it was an issue oflegalliability.
Senator Patterson asked if donations to the University are classified by separate accounts.
Preside!lt Wallace said that about 90% of the people that give restrict their donation to a
particular function.
Senator Nelsen asked Wallace ifhe knew whether the amount of money in the unrestricted
account was enough to pay for the Foundation if there were no state funds available.
Senator Wallace said that they try to give as much as possible to scholarships and minimal to
operational expenses.
Senator Razaki asked who elects the Foundation Board of Directors. Senator Wallace answered
that there was a nominating committee.
Senator Razaki said that there was a tendency for the committee to be made up of top
administrators, which could result in a conflict of interest, and suggested electing a faculty
member or a student, or students, to the board. Senator Wallace said that Professor Hickrod was
a member of the committee. Senator Razaki stated that Professor Hickrod is a non-voting
member. Senator Wallace added that there is a limit to the number of years a person can serve on
the board.
-- 7 minute recess --

Administrators' Remarks (continued)
Senator Gurowitz welcomed everyone back.
Senator Strand had no remarks.
Action Items
1. Election of three faculty to Associate Provost search committee. Liedtke and Payne were
elected on the first ballot. Stumbo was elected on the third ballot.
Communications
Senator Weber read the following letters to the Senate:
To the Academic Senate from the Chemistry Department Faculty, re: support of President
Wallace --

,>
We, faculty members in the Chemistry Department, wish to cast a vote of confidence and
support for our President, Tom Wallace. While the salary disclosure protocol might have been
handled in a better manner, we want to point out the many positive things Dr. Wallace has done
for the university during his tenure here. First and foremost, he has aggressively represented the
university in dealings with the Board of Higher Education and the legislature. His courageous
stance of resisting several PQP program cutbacks which could have been very harmful for ISU his
aggressive pursuit and procurement of a badly needed Science Laboratory Building, his
phenomenal success in increasing contributions to the University, and his leadership in redefining
and developing a more focused university mission through effective strategic planning stand out.
He has guided the university very ably through these continuing troubled times for Higher
Education. It would be a tragedy to lose such a visionary and committed leader, especially with
the crucial need for continued strong leadership for ISU in the near future.

To Dr. David Weber, Professor, Biological Sciences -Dear Dave:
The undersigned faculty members in the Department of Biological Sciences would
appreciate having you communicate to the University Senate our support for President Thomas
Wallace.
President Wallace has been a strong, and successful, advocate for Illinois State University.
He consistently has supported academic programs and scholarship in the sciences and has
defended the integrity of the academic programs in Biological Sciences. Indeed, by having the
courage to refuse to accept a recommendation of the IBHE in 1992, he played a major role in
defending the Ph.D. Program in Biological Sciences from unwarranted intrusion by the State.
Moreover, President Wallace provided highly successful leadership in the development of funding
for a new Science Building. This was no easy task and it was accomplished only through
persistence and patience and strong will on his part.
Illinois State needs a President who is willing and able to take on the challenges that
confront public universities. In particular, the University needs a President who has the capacity
and self-confidence to represent the institution in a highly political and unpredictable State system.
We have had opportunities to work with President Wallace and see him in the context of a
leadership role and to our satisfaction he has demonstrated his ability in this regard. In summary,
he has earned our support and we have great confidence in his capability to continue to lead the
University.
Senator Walker asked if statements and letters would be put into the Senate minutes.
A discussion followed on the format of the minutes and the reduced hours of the Senate secretary
position.
Senator Muzumdar made further comment on the issue of donations to the ISU Foundation.
Further discussion followed concerning the Senate secretary position.
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Senator Patterson announced that the student senators would meet directly after the Senate
meeting.
Senator Mersinger asked if students or student senators would be allowed to attend the general
faculty meeting. Senator Schmaltz said that if a general faculty meeting were called, students and
public would be allowed to attend.

Committee Reports
Academic Affairs:
Senator Steams reported that the Academic Affairs Committee met and discussed changes to the
Communications program.
Administrative Affairs Committee:
Senator Lind reported the following:
Eric Johnson has agreed to represent the Administrative Affairs Committee on the
committee lead by Dr. Sharon Stanford to examine the possibility of a 12-month pay plan option.
Dr. Urice has waited for the results of the election tonight of three faculty members to the
Associate Provost's Search Committee and has not convened the Associate Provost Search
Committee as he previously said he would be doing. The Administrative Affairs Committee
wishes to commend Dr. Urice for being flexible and for waiting for faculty input to this committee
before proceeding.
The Administrative Affairs Committee would like to request that the Executive Committee
and the Rules Committee meet with the Administrative Affairs Committee for the purpose of
clarifying the information on Pages 115 and 116 of the Illinois State University Policies and
Procedures Manual (Illinois State University Constitution) with regards to Administrative Search
Committees. In addition, we would request a presentation by Dr. Gloria Jean Davis, Assistant to
the President for Affirmative Action and Equal Opportunity, to that group on the topic of waivers
of searches (faculty and administrators). Any written documentation regarding the procedures
and circumstances under which searches can be waived should be distributed to the senate
membership.
Both meetings are requested so that the procedures are clarified and if necessary revised in
the near future such that they are not open to different interpretations by the senate and central
administration.
The topic of waiving searches is of particular concern when minorities are not given the
opportunity to apply for a position of administrative responsibility at a public institution. I have
been told in the past by Dr. Davis that a Caucasian female is a protected class but is not
considered a minority for the purpose of searches. This was a question when we were searching
for a department chairperson in IT in the past. It is entirely possible that a search could yield a
minority person with equal or greater qualifications. When you don't search you don't know who
is available and in essence the assumption is then made that there aren't persons of a minority
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group who might be qualified and interested in the position. In the future I would hope that
searches are not waived due to expense. After all we have been given a commitment by Dr. Urice
that the issue of campus diversity and the under representation of minorities will be given a high
priority. That being said, the cost of a search should never be of concern if we are dedicated to
such goals.
In light of recent events on campus with regards to external pay, the Administrative
Affairs Committee requests that the Provost's Office distribute the official policy on obtaining
permission for external employment and inform faculty and all administrative professionals of the
State of Illinois regulations regarding the reporting of pay for services outside duties contracted
for with the university. The limitations, if any, on the amount of external employment allowable
as well as pay limitations needs to be released regularly. It is apparent that there is widespread
lack of understanding and perhaps lack of adherence to these policies and it would be prudent to
provide clarifications especially at a time when external efforts are not only increasing but are
being encouraged as a means of linking the university with the business community.
Situation with President Wallace: The Administrative Affairs Committee attended four
meetings over the past week. First we met with the Senate Executive Committee last Tuesday
when President Wallace addressed the group with information regarding the revelation of salary
money paid to him by the ISU Foundation. At that time the Administrative Affairs Committee
members asked questions of President Wallace and provided feedback on the concerns expressed
in the community and on campus with regards to the situation.
The next day, the Committee in conjunction with the Chairperson of the Senate and Chairs
of the Budget and Faculty Affairs Committee, and JUAC members met with Chancellor Rod,
Groves, Chairman of the Board of Regents David Murphey, and Board Member Bill Sulaski. The
purpose of the meeting was to clarify the BOR position on the situation, provide feedback (which
was the same as that presented to President Wallace the day before), and discuss the need for
faculty input to the BOR with regard to campus events and administration.
Today, members of this Committee and Faculty Affairs met with two faculty groups who
are concerned about the trust and leadership which has been diminished as a result of recent
events surrounding President Wallace. Both groups provided information to the Committee and
the Committee shared information on the recommendations which follow as part of our report this
evening. It is no secret that a petition is being circulated on campus which calls for an all campus
faculty meeting. I have been told that at that meeting the issues will be discussed and faculty will
have the opportunity to decide whether or not they wish to take a vote of confidence subsequent
to the meeting. If yes, then it is proposed that the senate conduct a secret ballot among all eligible
faculty.
Of consistent concern has been :
lack of communication between the President and the BOR with regards to external
employment and compensation.
lack of contact and discussions between the ISU Foundation and the BOR
the perception of a lack of trust due to a sense of keeping compensation secret
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lack of reporting of funds from external sources on the State forms . It is the State who
determines based on the report whether or not a conflict of interest has taken place. All
employees as employees of the State have an obligation to comply with this process.
perception that concern is for the compensation of central administration over the needs of
all faculty and staff at the institution.
question of declining to resign the Bank One Board of Directors when they were the low
bidder for university banking. Did this result in the university having to pay more for
banking services? Was it in the best interest of the University to remain on the Board and
have the university banking go to another institution?
telling students that scholarship money was not used to compensate administrators from
the ISU Foundation when money given to the ISU Foundation is given with the intent to
support students via scholarships, new equipment and laboratories, faculty development
and thus improved instruction, etc. Unrestricted funds and the interest of accounts still
has as its intended purpose the benefit of students. From most people's perspective,
money paid to administrators, salary or annuity, is money taken away from students. For
students to be told otherwise is deceiving and for students to believe otherwise is naive.
To move forward in a productive manner, the Administrative Affairs Committee requests
that a Senate committee be established to examine the relationship between the ISU Foundation
and the University and the main issues which have come to the fore as a result of the recent weeks
of media blitz. The committee could be comprised of representatives from the Senate's Budget,
Faculty Affairs, Student Affairs, and Administrative Affairs Committees. This committee should
also interface with the Board of Regents committee which is examining the compensation issue.
Several Key issues need to be addressed such as:
a. This is not a private university but a public institution (everyone doesn't seem to
understand this point)
b. Foundation employees are not paid by Foundation funds but through resources which
come to the campus from the State (for example -- General Revenue Funds). The use offunds
earmarked for faculty salaries, operation of the university, and even student scholarships for the
purpose of paying fund raisers warrants clarification.
c. The ISU Foundation does not have as its function, role, or obligation the evaluation of
worth and/or compensation of any administrator of the university. This is the role of the Board of
Regents and campus constituents and not members of the community who serve on the
Foundation Board.
d. The expenditure of Foundation funds should be consistent with ISU's legal and moral
obligation as a public institution to uphold and maintain non-discriminatory practices. As such,
the foundation should not in good conscious expend funds donated to the university at the .
Bloomington Country Club where membership practices are known to be discriminatory. If the
university facilities are inadequate for the entertainment of potential contributors then donors be
shown our inadequate facilities and perhaps they would be more appreciative of the needs of the
university, or the Foundation could seek to locate on our campus an appropriate dining facility
since it is not just the President who courts potential donors but the entire campus community

11
regularly entertains guests, or the President's home is appropriate for business lunches and
dinners. Since the demise of the 1857 Room as it once was, we no longer have a facility
accessible to all which is fit for such entertainment purposes. If membership in the BCC is
essential to the operation of the Foundation then it is curious that such as membership has not
been donated to the ISU Foundation.
e. The compensation of central Administration into TIAA-CREF as a retirement plan in
lieu of or as a supplement to SURS (when this is the only retirement option for our State
contribution to our retirement) is not only unacceptable but is a potential conflict of interest when
it is the central administration who represents the faculty when it comes to our benefits. While it
would be nice for everyone to have TIAA-CREF as a main retirement plan the question arises,
what motivation does central administration have to improve SURS when they themselves are not
in this inadequate plan? Instead, the administration should be lobbying for improvement to the
retirement system and instead of bemoaning our poor compensation and benefit package they
should be demonstrating a commitment to improving it for everyone, not just themselves.
Senator Mersinger requested the terms of the petition to call a general faculty meeting be read .
Senator Lind read the following :
The effectiveness of Illinois State University requires that a responsible faculty articulate
its views in the current climate of uncertainty. It is the responsibility of the Academic Senate to
facilitate dialogue on campus issues and leadership.
We the undersigned wish to call a general faculty meeting for the purpose of reviewing the
leadership of President Thomas Wallace.
Senator Schmaltz said ISU Constitution requires that a general faculty meeting be called if
signatures from 5% of the faculty are submitted. He has to give faculty two weeks notice of the
meeting, and the petition as well as the letter notifying faculty about the meeting, have to describe
the general purpose of the meeting; any motion that's related or relevant to that general purpose
could be entertained.
Senator Cohen added that nothing taken at a general faculty meeting is legislative; general faculty
meeti'ngs cannot establish legislation.
Discussion on the purpose of the general faculty meeting followed.
Senator McCaw asked Senator Lind about faculty opposition to the centralization issue. Senator
Walker said there would be a document for the next Senate meeting addressing that issue.
Senator Kaiser questioned Senator Lind on the advertising of the Associate Provost position
before the search committee had been formed. A brief discussion on this issue followed.
Budget Committee:
Senator Nelsen reported on the IBHE preliminary budget and FY96 priorities. He stated that,
overall, it is not a bad budget. Reports can be obtained from the Budget Committee. More
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information on the budget in be known in late March or early April. The next step is for the
governor to either recommend the budget as is or recommend changes. The Budget Committee
will meet again within the next month to identify FY97 priorities and review FY96 priorities.
Faculty Affairs Committee:
Senator Razaki reported that the committee had met Monday to discuss the centralization issue.
Rules Committee:
Senator lerich reported that the Rules Committee met to discuss disestablishment procedures and
politization procedures.
Student Affairs Committee:
Senator Cowsert had no report.
Adjournment

Motion XXVI-21 to adjourn made by Senator Weber (seconded by Senator Razaki) carried by
voice vote.
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